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L026-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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L002-1
Sections 1.2.3, 3.3.5, and 3.3.6 contain additional information to
clarify this topic.

L002-2
Mitigation measures throughout the EIS/EIR that require future
products, e.g., the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation
and Monitoring Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be
addressed. These requirements are "performance standards" by
which such plans would be evaluated when practical. NEPA does
not require performance measures for proposed mitigation
measures but only requires mitigation measures to be identified (40
CFR 1502.14(f) and 1502.16(h)). The various Federal permits (e.g.,
CWA, Section 404) required for the Project may contain additional
conditions as a component of that permit. In those cases, the
issuing agency would be responsible for ensuring compliance.

L002-3
Additional information has been added throughout the document
and the significance criteria have been clarified as requested.

When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant
impacts, and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the
agency must always make clear that such information is lacking.
The agency shall include a summary of existing credible scientific
evidence which is relevant to evaluating the reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts on the human environment, and state
the agency's evaluation of such impacts is based upon theoretical
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the
scientific community. For the purposes of this section, "reasonably
foreseeable" includes impacts which have catastrophic
consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low,
provided that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible
scientific evidence, is not based on pure conjecture, and is within
the rule of reason. (1502.22 (b) (1-4)).

L002-4
The Applicant mitigation measures have been relabeled as
applicant measures to make it clear that they are incorporated into
and modify the Project. Section 4.1.5 describes how additional
mitigation measures are applied.

L002-5
NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an amount of information to be
provided but rather prescribe a level of treatment, which may in turn
require varying amounts of information to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.



L002-6
Section 3.3.9.1 contains revised text on this topic.
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L002-7
Section 3.3.9.3 addresses electric power from the onshore power
grid.

L002-8
Representative comments from public scoping and public
comments on the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR are included in
Section 4.2.2.

L002-9
Additional information regarding wind speed and direction and
visibility frequency has been added to Section 4.1.8. Additional
information regarding the assumptions used in hazard modeling is
included in Appendix C1.

L002-10
Additional information regarding the models that were used for the
risk assessment is included in Appendices C1 and C2. The
dispersion modeling procedures were reviewed by Sandia National
Laboratories and determined to be appropriate for an over water
release, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6. Appendix C2 contains
Sandia National Laboratories' peer review of the modeling
approach.

L002-11
This topic is discussed in the Independent Risk Assessment in
Appendix C1. The maximum downwind distance does not
correspond to the maximum mass, so associating the two would be
overly conservative. For this reason, the flash fire analysis was
performed at various states and locations through its dispersion
process. A thermal radiation versus distance curve was produced
and the worst situation applied to the analysis (see Figure 3.11 in
Appendix C1 - Independent Risk Assessment).

L002-12
This topic is discussed in Appendix C1. Pool spread was governed
by gravitational force and spread on a frictionless surface. No
accepted model exists for the influences of surface current.

L002-13
The analysis of wind speed was revised to incorporate
recommendations by Sandia National Laboratory. Additional
information regarding plume characteristics is provided in Appendix
C of the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1).

The variability of starting temperatures is small compared to the



difference between the temperature at which the cloud will become
buoyant and ambient. Buoyancy is not an inference or an
assumption -- a natural gas cloud subject to ambient conditions will
always become buoyant. Many simulations were performed to
determine which factor affected the dispersion distance the most. It
was found that the velocity gradient, not wind speed, governed the
dispersion distance.
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L002-14
Additional information regarding wind speed and direction has been
added to Section 4.1.8. The Independent Risk Assessment
(Appendix C1) includes revised scenarios and describes how wind
speed was used in the modeling. Explosions in confined spaces
were evaluated. For the scenario of an explosion between the
FSRU and a docked LNG carrier, it was assumed that the volume
of methane between vessels was at the concentration that would
be flammable. Therefore, this scenario was considered to be very
conservative in terms of determining the mass of fuel contributing to
explosion. Wind conditions would not enter into the explosion
calculation as wind is not applied at any of the boundaries.

L002-15
The analysis has been revised to be consistent with recently
published reports on LNG safety and incorporates the
recommendations made by Sandia National Laboratories. Rapid
phase transistion is discussed in Section 4.2.7.2. Additional
information is provided in Appendix E of the Independent Risk
Assessment in Appendix C1. The EPA has determined that an
RMP is not required.

L002-16
The potential impact radius (PIR) and High Consequence Area
(HCA) are determined by Federal regulations, as described in
Appendix C3-3. The Independent Risk Assessment adopted the
thermal radiation levels recommended by Sandia and used by the
National Fire Protection Association. No regulations exist specifying
similar criteria for offshore LNG terminals as exist for onshore
pipelines.

L002-17
The potential for explosions resulting from pipeline accidents is
discussed in Section 4.2.8.4 and is low based on analyses of
pipeline accidents. Pipeline accidents involving deaths or injuries
have been characterized as rare (68 FR 69369 December 12,
2003). The issue of explosion hazards has been addressed through
the identification of potential impact radii and High Consequence
Areas, for which enhanced safety measures are required under the
Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 (49 CFR Part 192).

L002-18
Sections 4.2.7.6 and 4.2.8.3 contain additional information to clarify
the significance criteria.

L002-19
Section 4.2.7.6 contains additional information regarding public



safety impacts and mitigation.

The issue of explosion hazards has been addressed through the
identification of potential impact radii and High Consequence
Areas, for which enhanced safety measures are required under the
Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002.

L002-19.1
Section 4.2.8.4 contains addition information to clarify this topic.

L002-19.2
See the response to Comment L002-5.

L002-20
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 2.2.2.3 presents an updated description of
this topic. The proposed Project has been changed to add the
odorant to the natural gas on the FSRU; therefore, there would be
no potentially significant impacts on the public from odorant release
during operations or accidents.
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L002-21
The significance criteria for marine traffic has been updated in
Section 4.3.3, and the effectiveness of mitigation is specified for
each marine traffic impact in Section 4.3.4.

L002-22
The Marine Traffic section (4.3) has been updated and many
impacts have been reclassified.

The term "AMM" has been replaced with the term "AM" Applicant
Measure, which is defined in Section 4.1.5.

L002-22.1
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic. Under NEPA and the CEQA, a
reasonable range of alternatives must be considered. NEPA and
the CEQA do not require the consideration of alternatives that are
infeasible or that would require significant changes in governmental
policy or legislation. NEPA requires consideration of a “reasonable”
number of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on “reasonable.” “Reasonable” alternatives include
those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a). Thus, the information must be sufficient to permit
decision-makers to make a reasoned choice of alternatives with
respect to their environmental impacts. As the lead Federal agency,
MARAD has determined that a reasonable number of alternatives
are discussed in the EIS.

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

L002-23
Table 4.4-2 provides information on the major laws, regulatory
requirements, and plans applicable to aesthetics. Section 4.4.4
discusses consistency with applicable policies. It also contains
additional information on this topic.

L002-23.1
See the response to Comment L002-2.

L002-23.2
Section 4.4 has been updated with additional information on the



alternatives. With the exception of windrows, visual impacts for the
onshore pipelines are only temporary in nature, and the affected
areas will be restored to pre-construction conditions. Additional
information is contained in Section 4.4.5.3.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA require the discussion of alternatives to
be exhaustive. What is necessary is information sufficient to permit
a reasoned choice of alternatives with respect to their
environmental aspects.
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L002-24
Section 4.5.4 has been updated and contains additional information
on potential impacts on agriculture from construction and
operations and measures to address them.

L002-25
See the response to Comment L002-24.

L002-26
See the response to Comment L002-24.

L002-27
Sections 4.2.8.1 and 4.6.2 discuss the regulatory requirements for
the composition of natural gas.

L002-28
See response to Comment L002-27.

L002-29
Sections 4.6.1 and 4.6.2 have been updated in response to the
comment.

L002-30
Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised in response to the comment.

L002-31
Sections 4.6.1 and 4.6.2 have been revised in response to the
comment.
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L002-32
Section 4.6.1 has been revised in response to the comment.

L002-33
Section 4.6.1 has been updated. This table has been removed.
Appendix G7 includes tables with representative background
concentrations.

L002-34
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on emissions from
Project construction and operations. Appendices G1 and G2
include the assumptions and emission factors used to calculate
emissions.

L002-35
See the response to Comment L002-34.

L002-36
See the response to Comment L002-34.

L002-37
See the response to Comment L002-34.

L002-38
Hoteling means those operations on a marine vessel that require
electric energy such as, lights, ventilation, heating, cooling, and
loading and unloading operation that are used when a marine
vessel is either at anchorage within Federal/State waters or docked
or anchored in a harbor or port. The current emission estimates
include emissions while the LNG carrier is docked at the FSRU but
do not include emissions associated with hoteling while the LNG
carrier is not at the FSRU (i.e., anchored at sea). Hoteling at sea is
not a planned activity for the Project. Emissions from such hoteling
are not within the scope of this document. This is consistent with
other DWPA NEPA documents.

L002-39
The Draft General Conformity Determination was issued in March
2006 with a 30-day public comment period. However, based on
equipment changes proposed by the Applicant, MARAD, and the
USCG has determined that the General Conformity Rule does not
apply. Appendix G4 contains additional information on this topic.
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L002-40
See the response to Comment L002-39.

L002-41
See the response to Comment L002-39.

L002-42
Section 4.6.3 has been revised to include significance criteria of
local air pollution districts. Section 4.6.4 determines air quality
impacts derived from these significance criteria.

L002-43
See the response to comment L002-42.

L002-44
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.6.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-45
See the response to Comment L002-44.

L002-46
Impact AIR-3 in Section 4.6.4 contains revised information on
impacts from an LNG spill or pipeline rupture.



2004/L002

L002-47
OCD modeling was conducted. The results of the modeling are
included in Appendix G7 and have been incorporated in the
analysis in Section 4.6.4 under Impacts AIR-7 and AIR-8.

L002-48
See the response to Comment L002-44.

L002-49
Section 4.6.4 has been revised in response to the comment.

L002-50
A revised discussion of this topic is presented in Section 4.6.4
under Impact AIR-2. The Applicant would be required to apply for
and meet all requirements, including for fugitive dust for
local/county/state permits. It will be the responsibility of the
permitting agencies to ensure that the Applicant is in compliance.

L002-51
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. A revised discussion of this topic is presented in
Section 4.6.5.

L002-52
References have been updated in Section 4.6.6.

L002-53
The Applicant prepared an emission control technology analysis for
FSRU emission sources as part of the air permit application to the
USEPA. The Applicant selected the SCR technology because it
would be technologically and economically feasible for use on the
FSRU. Section 4.6.1.3. contains a revised discussion of proposed
emission control technology for FSRU equipment.

SCR is the predominant secondary control (add-on control
equipment) used to reduce emissions from generators. It has a long
track record for on-shore sources. In the BACT analysis, a
SCONOx system was also analyzed as a secondary control;
however, the analysis indicates that this type of system is still in the
experimental stage and has not been installed for a sea-based use.

L002-54
This topic is discussed in Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.7.5.2 and 4.13.1.1.
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L002-55
This topic is discussed in Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-3
and -6.

L002-55.1
See the response to Comment L002-5.

L002-56
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

L002-57
The vegetation classifications follow Holland's description where
possible (see Section 4.8.1.1). If one does not meet Holland's
descriptions, best professional judgement was used to describe the
vegetation classification using Holland's as a guideline.

L002-58
Additional information on this topic is presented in Section 4.8.1.
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L002-58.1
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

L002-58.2
The tables in Section 4.8 have been updated and provide
information about each alternative so comparisons can be made.

L002-58.3
See the response to Comment 58.1. All analyses have been
updated based on the survey results. Impacts have been
re-evaluated and mitigation measures added according to the
impacts.

L002-59
Section 4.8.1 has been revised in response to the comment.

L002-60
See the response to comment L002-56. Appendix I contains
information on the results of threatened and endangered species
consultations.

L002-60.1
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a



burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.
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L002-61
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

L002-61.1
See response to Comment L002-2.

L002-62
Section 4.8.4 has been revised in response to the comment.
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L002-63
Mitigation measures with respect to wetlands are described in
Section 4.8.4.

L002-64
This topic is addressed and clarified in Section 4.8.4.

L002-65
This topic is addressed in Sections 4.8.4 and 4.18.1.

L002-65.1
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

L002-66
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards.
The information has been updated with additional analyses, revised
impacts, and mitigation that specifically address the potential
damage to proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault
lines. Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of
seismic hazards.

The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's (USDOT)
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the
California Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and
Reliability have jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses
the background, regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for
natural gas pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific
valve spacing and design requirements.



As stated in Section 4.11.1, "[n]either Federal (the USCG and the
U.S. Maritime Administration [MARAD]) nor State (CSLC) lead
agencies require deepwater port applicants to provide final detailed
designs as part of their application. If an application is approved
and MARAD issues a deepwater port license or a license with
conditions, the deepwater port licensee is required to submit all
plans of the offshore components comprising the deepwater port to
the USCG for approval. If the CSLC approves the lease application,
the conditions of the lease would include specific requirements for
submittal of detailed design criteria and final detailed engineering
designs by the Applicant for review and approval by State
agencies. Additional studies may be required for final design and
would require Federal and State approval before construction of the
deepwater port can begin."

L002-67
Our review of earlier comments from the City shows we have
addressed your concerns presented during scoping.

Section 4.2.8.2 identifies regulations and agency responsibilities for
natural gas pipelines, including valve requirements and emergency
procedures. Appendix C3 contains additional information under
"Design and Safety Standards Applicable to Natural Gas
Transmission Pipelines."

The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's (USDOT)
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the
California Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and
Reliability have jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses
the background, regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for
natural gas pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific
valve spacing and design requirements.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a USDOT
Class 3 location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of
additional mainline valves equipped with either remote valve
controls or automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates
high-pressure natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.
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L002-67.1
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards. Specifically, Appendix J2 contains Preliminary Seismic
and Geologic Hazards Evaluation, Proposed Cabrillo Port Offshore
Ventura County, California, prepared by Fugro West, Inc. (2004).

L002-67.2
As stated in MM GEO-4a, "[t]he Applicant shall employ proper
seismic design, including but not limited to the design guidelines in
the publications Guidelines for the Design of Buried Steel Pipe,
Guidelines for the Seismic Design of Oil and Gas Pipeline Systems,
and the American Society of Mechanical Engineers' Managing
System Integrity of Gas Pipelines."

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigations but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CRF 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)).

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

L002-67.3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Sections 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant would use horizontal directional boring
instead of horizontal direction drilling to install the Project pipelines
beneath the shore, with a minimum depth of 50 feet below the
surface of the beach. Section 2.6 and Figure 2.6-1 contain
information on construction and installation of offshore pipelines



and the shore crossing using horizontal directional boring.

Impact GEO-6 contains revised text. As stated in AM GEO-6a,
"[t]he pipeline at the shore crossing would be buried at least 50 feet
(15.2 m) below the surface of the beach and deeply enough below
sea level to minimize the potential of frac-outs. This will also avoid
potential damage from tsunamis."

L002-67.4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Sections 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant would use horizontal directional boring
instead of horizontal direction drilling to install the Project pipelines
beneath the shore, with a minimum depth of 50 feet below the
surface of the beach. Section 2.6 and Figure 2.6-1 contain
information on construction and installation of offshore pipelines
and the shore crossing using horizontal directional boring. Impact
GEO-8 (Potential to Change the Transport of Sediment in Offshore
Areas) would be eliminated with implementation of the Project
change of burial of the pipeline under the beach at the shore
crossing.

L002-68
Section 4.13 has been updated. The affected land uses along the
proposed pipeline corridors are discussed in Section 4.13.1.3.

L002-69
Section 4.17.4 provides an estimate construction time for each
segment of the proposed and alternative routes.

L002-70
Potential impacts of pipeline accidents and estimated risks of such
incidents are discussed in Section 4.2.8.4. Sensitive land uses are
identified in Sections 4.13.1.3 and 4.13.1.4.

L002-71
Regulations pertaining to hazardous materials associated with the
Project are provided in Table 4.12-2. Onshore impacts from
hazardous material contamination are discussed in Section 4.12.4
under Impact HAZ-2.

L002-72
All sound levels are expressed as Leqs in Section 4.14.

L002-73
Establishing a noise baseline at this time would not necessarily be
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representative of the noise baseline at the time of construction (see
Section 4.14.1.3). It is reasonable to assume that existing noise
levels should be in compliance with city and county ordinance
levels for the sake of the environmental analysis.

Additional mitigation measures have been added to ensure
compliance with noise ordinances (see Section 4.14.4).

L002-74
The significance criteria in Section 4.14.3 have been updated.
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L002-75
A 10 dBA increase is a commonly used threshold to gauge the
increase in noise from construction over background because this
increase that is perceived as twice as loud by most individuals.

L002-76
Section 4.14 has been updated to include information about
vibration and its potential impacts.

L002-77
Impact NOI-1 in Section 4.14.4 has been updated to clarify the
analysis. A discussion has been added to explain how the
mitigation measures will reduce noise impacts.

L002-78
Impact NOI-2 in Section 4.14.4 contains additional information and
has been revised to a Class I impact.

L002-79
Impact NOI-3 in Section 4.14.4 contains additional information and
has been revised to Class I impact.

L002-80
Impacts NOI-4 and NOI-5 in Section 4.14.4 contain additional
information and analysis. They have been revised to Class I
impacts.

L002-81
Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4 discuss this topic.

L002-82
Section 4.13.2 contains updated information about the restoration
efforts at Ormond Beach. The presence of the pipelines under
Ormond Beach would not restrict access to the area for recreation
or otherwise alter recreation opportunities at Ormond Beach.
During construction, the HDB activities would be contained within
the Reliant Energy property, and the pipeline would be buried
underneath the beach. The impact of a pipeline accident at Ormond
Beach is discussed in Sections 4.2.8.4.

L002-83
Sections 4.2.8.4 discusses this topic.
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L002-84
Sections 2.7.1.1, 2.7.1.2, 2.7.2.2., 4.2.8.4, and 4.13.4 contain
additional information on this topic.

L002-85
Section 4.16.1.2 contains additional information on this topic. See
the response to Comment L002-84.

L002-86
Sections 4.16 and 4.16.1.2 contain additional information on this
topic.

L002-86.1
See the response to Comment L002-5.

L002-87
Section 2.4 contains additional information on this topic. Section
4.17.4 contains revised text that identifies this impact as a Class I
impact and proposes additional mitigation.

L002-88
Section 4.17.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-89
Section 4.17.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-90
Section 4.17.4 contains revised text on this topic.
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L002-

L002-91
Section 4.17.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-92
Section 4.17.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-93
Section 4.18.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-94
Section 4.18.1.2 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-95
Section 4.18.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-96
The topic is addressed in Sections 2.7.2.1 and 4.11.4 under Impact
GEO-1.

L002-97
Section 4.19.4 contains revised text on this topic.

L002-98
MM PS-7c in the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR has been restated as
a regulation and not as a mitigation measure in the current
document. The Project Applicant or its designated representative
(SoCalGas) would be required to comply with the Final Rule on
Operator Public Awareness Programs (49 CFR Part 192.616),
which specifies the requirements of public awareness programs for
pipeline operators. These requirements are summarized in Table
4.2-14.

The Pipeline Integrity Management Program identified in MM PS-4b
requires that the public education program be fully implemented
before beginning pipeline operations.

L002-98.1
Section 4.19.5 contains additional information to clarify this topic.
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L002-99
Section 4.20.2.2 describes the Salination Management Project and
Groundwater Recharge Enhancement and Treatment Project.

L002-100
The Final EIS/EIR has been updated with an adequate level of
detail to allow a NEPA-level comparison of alternatives. The Project
alternatives are analyzed by resource and the differences
discussed by exception at the end of each resource section in
Chapter 4. Under the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA), the Maritime
Administrator is the decision-making authority who will issue a
Record of Decision (ROD) to approve, approve with conditions, or
deny a license application for a deepwater port. To identify a
Federal environmentally preferred alternative in the Final EIS/EIR
would be pre-decisional; therefore, the Final EIS/EIR does not to
identify a preferred alternative. Prior to issuing a license the
Administrator will review and analyze all of the relevant information
pertaining to the license application, as required under the DWPA.
If the license is approved, or approved with conditions, the
Administrator will indicate the agency’s preferred alternative in the
ROD.
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